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STATE OF MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE -
MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION
' November I, 1993 '

The Honorable William Donald Schaefer, Governor o
The Honorable Thomas V. Miller, Jr., President of the Senate
The Honorable R. Clayton Mitchell, Jr., Speaker of the House

Gentlemen:

We are pleased to present the 1993 Annual Report of the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation and are proud.to announce that this year marks the sixteenth year of the program’s operations.
The information in this report summarizes the activity that the Foundation has experienced during the past:
fiscal year. The Maryland Agricultural. Land . Preservation ‘Foundation has permanently preserved more
farmland acres than any other state in the nation. With the strong support of the legislature and the

agricultural community, we hope to protect and preserve much more of Maryland’s prime and productive
farmland in' the future,

During Cycle One of FY 93, an additional 6,819 acres were placed in agricultural land p‘rcser.vation :
districts representing a 3% increase over last year’s total. - At the close of FY "93, there was a grand total of -
1,905 individual farms enrolled in our program consisting of 255,071 acres. Of those acres, and as of July [,
1993, the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation purchased perpetual preservation easements
on a total of 101,898 acres. This represents an increase of 3.5%.to. the permanently preserved acreage base,
as the Foundation acquired 30 new easements in Cycle One of FY 93 covering 3,409 acres. Cycle Two totals
‘will be shown in next year’s Annual Report as they were not yet available. However, a similar acreage amount
is expected to be added as Cycle Two figures become available.-

Although our progress has shown substantial increases each year, Maryland still is losing farmland
at an alarming rate. Our mission is to preserve .gg'oﬁghfbf Maryland’s productive'fgnnland to perpetually
maintain a’viable agricultural industry and t‘gjh_e/]‘b‘c,urﬁ_;the spread of random urban development. Your

continued support allows us to challenge the future s land use issues grow ever more critical.
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Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF
THE MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL
LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM?

The Maryland Agricultural” Land
Preservation Program was created by-the -

Maryland General Assembly to preserve
productive agricultural land and woodland

which provides for the continued production -

of food and fiber for all citizens of the State.

The preservation of agricultural lands will

help curb the expansion of urban development
and protect agricultural land and woodland as
open space land. '

By preserving agricultural land, the
Foundation also pfotects the quality of life
that makes Maryland so special.  The
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Program is the most successful prégram of its
kind in the nation and has perpetually
preserved more farmland than any other
State. Maryland’s effort to preserve
agricultural land also leads to the protection
of wildlife and increases the environmental
quality of the Chesapeake Bay and its many

~valuable tributaries. -




HOW DOES' THE PROGRAM O OPERATE7
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The Maryland Agricultural. ‘Land
Preservation Foundation is governed by the
Agricultural Article, Sections 2-501 through 2-
515 of the Annotated Code of Maryland. The
Foundation is administered by a 12-member
Board of Trustees which include the State
Comptroller Treasurer, and Secretary of
The other nine mernbers serve at-large from
_various regions of the Sta . All members are
appointed by the Gov_ﬂ_ n of.and serve a term
of four years. At least ﬁve of the at-large
members are farmer: representatwes of which
three represent the Maryland Aorrcultural
Commission, the Maryland Farm Bureau and
the Maryland State,-Grange.

Responsrblhtres of the Foundat1on s Board
of Trustees as  the relate  to the
nnplementatlon .of - the Program include:
disseminating information to farmland owners
and other ¢itizens of the State; providing
assistance and coordination to 23 Agricultural
Land Preservation Advisory Boards;
promulgating program rules, regulations and
procedures; rev1ew1ng and"’ approvm(7 local
agricultural restrictive use District Agreements
and acquiring,
development rights easements on productive
agricultural land within the State of
Maryland.

Participation in the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation program is voluntary on
the part of landowners and is dependent upon
the cooperation of local governments. This
program requires local governments to
appoint  agricultural land . preservation

by purchase or donation,

advisory boards which consist of five
members, at least three of whom are
owner/operators of commercial farms and
earn 50% or more of their income. from
farming. These‘advisory boards assist in the
dispersal of mformatron creation of program

_ rules, reoulatlons and‘procedures and in the

creation of avncultural land preservatron
"districts”. As a district, the subd1v131on and
development of the land is” restmcted by a
recorded agreement between the landowner
and the Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation whereby aoncultural

land. and woodland production act1y1t1es are .

encouraged and protected.

Ouali[ica tz'oné and Benefits

R

Ifa landowner requests that thGlI' property
be included in a dlstnct they rnust be willing

1o mamtam the land in agricultural use fora

minimum of five years, and the property must
meet the minimum criteria established by the

Foundation. Tobe englble for district status,

a property must have at least 100 contiguous
acres with at least 50% of the total soils
classified as USDA soil capability Class I, II,

or III and/or woodland group 1 or 2. These

soils are classified as being prime or
productive and are capable of successfully
producing viable agricultural commodities
with reasonable yield and returns.

A landowner who includes their land

within a-district will receive the following
benefits:




Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation

«-Direct and indirect support of
‘agrictlture

. AR'eécj"gnition from the county and -
“the state by atecorded document™
 fn ihe'land‘_‘fec'or‘d‘s of the county, -
“tHat 'the preferred”use of the
- property is agriculture.

« Insulation of normal agricultural
activities from nuisance
complaints

« Possible tax credits (if the
- county, where the property is

ﬁloc’a_téd, has- :developed a tax -
‘ fcredi’t program,)

« Eligibility to make application to
sell - a  development ' rights
. ‘easement to the Foundation

Protection of the land and its surrounding

environment is a key element in participating

in the Maryland Agricultural Land Preserva-
tion Foundation’s program.  Once the
Agricultural Land Preservation District is
established, the landowner is eligible to apply

to sell a development rights easement to the

Foundation. However, there is no guarantee
that an offer will be made by the Foundation.
The application submitted by the landowner
shall include the asking price of any easement
offered.

The maximum price that the Foundation

}may pay for an easement is the landowner’s

asking price or the -easement value
(determined by a statutory formula shown in
figure 1 on page 4), whichever is lower.

The Foundation requires a soil conservation
and water quality plan for each property that

-is submitted [for easement sale. The

requirement for having a soil conservation
and water quality plan began.in"1985 and is
intended to outline certain necessary best
management practices to be installed and/or
maintained. The purpose of the plan is to
protect the land from erosion, increase
potential yield production and reduce and/or

_eliminate the flow of sediment entering into

neighboring streams, rivers and ultimately the
Chesapeake Bay. In addition, a Forest

“Management Plan is required on properties

with 50% or more of the land dedicated to
woodland. ' '




Once a development rights easement has
been sold, - the property is perpetually
protected from further development with
certain rights available only to the landowner
who originally sold the easement. These
rights refer to the construction of a dwelling
‘house intended for that owner and his
children, subject to certain restrictions and
density requirements.

Appraised Fair Market . - Agricultural Value
o Value ’
(determined by the bettes of at least two - - (determined by a formula based on
appraisals.conducted -by.the. state and by - * '« land rents and soil productivity)

the appraisal submitted by landowner if
inicluded with the application)

Easement Value

Note: The Foundation's offer to purchase a development rights
easement on any property will be dependent upon the
county's approval of the sale of dé\"c'l'opmt':n(l righls“,
available funds and Board of Public Works approval.

Figure 1. ‘Easement Value Formula




Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation

Program Funding

Funding for the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation is operated
entirely by special funds which are mainly
‘derived from two §8urces:

(1) - 132% of the funds allocated to
Program Open Space from the State’s
share of the property. transfer tax; and

(2) .t.he'AgricuItural Land Transfer Tax

_which is assessed .in all real property
transferred out of agricultural use.
Other sources of funds may be
obtained from county jurisdictions who
wish to provide "matching funds" for
easement purchases in their county. |

= - Recetitly; “the General Assembly
appropriated bonds to the program to help
- compensate for the reduction of revenues used

to balance the State’s budget over the last”

couple of years. However, this may only be a

_each year. -

There is a very complex method used in
dividing the funds and allocating them. to
different aspects of the program and to each
of the counties. This process is even more
diverse as a result of the creation of the "Two
Cycle Easement Acquisition Program" and the
"Certification of County Programs" portion of
our program.

Easement applications are accepted twice a
year instead of only once and the deadlines
are July 1 and January 1 of each fiscal year.
Therefore, the total fund allocation is divided
equally between the two cycles. There is a

general allocation to all counties to provide an

equal opportunity to purchase easements in all

year.

counties in round one so that the state does
not limit its purchase of ‘tasements to only
one area of the state at a time. This initial
allocation is equal to 1/23 of 172 of the funds
available for that particular easement offer
cycle. During round two, all ‘state funds are

~ combined and offers are made to applicants in

priority order. The other half of the total

- fund allocation i divided equally between

counties that have requested to participate in
the local matching funds program where the
counties will pay 40% of any easement offer
while the state pays the remaining 60%. The

- Foundation’s unencumbered funds remain in

a revolving account and do not revert to the
State’s general fund at the end of the fiscal

" During FY 93, the legislature limited the
amount of funds that would normally be -
contributed to the Maryland ~Agricultural
Land Preservation ‘Foundation from the
Program Open Space’ share of real estate
transfer tax revenue to only $600;000. The
program revenue from the agricultural

‘transfer tax, approximately $1.9 million, was

left intact and alll was added to the $3.5

~million of unused bond appropriations from
'FY ’91. 1In addition, a new bond issue was

opened which authorized the appropriation of
$5 million approved during FY 92

" Therefore, the total working fund for the

Foundation during FY *93 was approximately
$11,000,000. After subtracting approximately
$1,000,000 for the necessary administrative
costs which include operating costs,
appraisals, title fees, attorney fees, and
settlement costs, approximately $10,000,000
was left for the actual purchase of agricultural
easements.




HANDLING OF EASEMENT APPL] CATI ONS

- Cycle One - C’anyovcr from FY 9]

, As was reported and summarized in last
”year’s Annual Report, the Foundation was hit
hard with bud get reductions during the.end of
- FY ’90 through FY ’92. The Foundation’s

ability to purchase easements was greatly ‘A

affected. Although some of the reductions
were replaced by capital bond appropriations,
the sale of these bonds, whose proceeds would
be used for easement purchases, were delayed
due to unfavorable bond market conditions.

As a resu]t no new easement offers were - -

made i n FY 92.

In light of having 188 applications «and -

limited funds, the Foundation determined
which properties,.based on their ranking, were
"within reach" of available funds. There-were
approximately 34 properties that fell within
this category. Those-that did not rank within
reach, were notified and asked-to reapply in
the next offer cycle. In order to allow .them
plenty of time to reapply, the Foundation’s
Board of Trustees voted to extend the
apphcatwn deadline from July 1, 1992 to
January 1, 1993 and received a total of 233
apphcauons In addition, they voted to divide
, the total, funds available for:FY °93 into-two
equa] parts one half of the funds were applied
to the 34 properties that were carried over
from Cycle One of FY ’91. The other half

was -applied to those who ‘submitted an -

application by the January 1, 1993 deadline.
Meanwhile,_ the 34 properties that were ranked
within available funds were reappraised to
ensure that the previously determined
easement values were still acceptable under
today’s economic conditions.

- Maryland -(Worcester County).

A The Foundauon made 34 easement

' offers n: Cycle One of FY"93
ng 3 409 acres'

- In February and March of <1993, the

Foundation made easement offers to all 34

" property.owners that had applications to sell
“an easement.carried over into FY.’93. Offers

were accepted on 30 properties representing
an 88% acceptance rate, . = .o

'T-he- Foundatlon surpassed e the
100,000th acre:mark for acres’
- easement protechon'

The 30 accepted easement offers helped the

Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation to reach new heights as the total
acres preserved surpassed the 100,000th acre
mark. During the summer of 1993, the
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, along with
the Chairman and the Executive Director of
the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation presented a certificate -of
appreciation to Mr. Gerald Redden, who
accepted the easement offer that exceeded the
100,000 acre.mark. A presentation was made
on Mr. Redden’s 241 acre farm in Girdletree,
This farm
ironically is the first farm in Worcester
County to sell an agricultural land
preservation easement to the State.




Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation

Cycle Two « January 1, 1993 Applicants

In light of having approximately $5 million
allocated to Cycle Two of FY-’93, the
Foundation looked at ways to maximize the
use of State funds for easement purchases.
The Board of Trustees knew that easement
offers could not be made to all 233.applicants
and felt that appraising all the properties
would be an unnecessary expense. Instead,
they wanted to focus the use of these funds
toward the actual purchase of preservation
easements. '

Since the Boa;d of T_rlistees have th'e‘

authority to set a céi) on the number of
~ applications to consider in each cycle, they
voted to exercise their right with county
involvement. Each county was sent a list of
properties that were submitted for easement
sale. They were asked to prioritize those
properties and approve only the top 33% of
the total applications received from their
particular county or a minimum of two
properties.

Allowing the counties the opportunity to

* prioritize the properties not only helps limit

the Foundation’s expenses orn future
appraisals and maximize the use of funds for
direct easement purchases, but helps to allow
the counties meet their own preservation
goals. '

Subject to the county’s prioritization, 80

properties were appraised and offers are-

expected to be made to these landowners in
November or December of 1993,

Those offers will be reported in the FY ’94
Annual Report of the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation.

SR 3
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CHANGES IN POLICY

During FY ’93, the Foundation’s Board of
. Trustees granted administrative authority to
Foundation stall to process specific landowner
requests as-they relate to existing dwellings
and lot exclusions. ’

The Foundation takes subject to existing
dwellings when a landowner establishes a
<district -and when the Foundation purchases
an easement. Although the Foundation does
not pay the landowner for 1.00 acre
surrounding each existing dwelling, he/she is
eligible to exclude these structures from the
easement restrictions without counting against
their total lot right. entitlement. However,
before any lot is excluded, county: and
'Foundation approval is required. Since the
landowners.aze permitted to exclude existing
_dwellings under dlStI‘lCt or easement status,
the Foundatron S. Board of Trustees granted
adrmmstratwe authority to the Foundation
staff to- p_errn_tt the exclusion of these existing
dwellings provided that the required
1nforrnat10n including written
recommendatlons and approvals from the

courity are obtained. These lot exclusions will -

be presented to the Board for mf orrnatron and
statistical summary of these requests

requests 10 avnculturally subdivide the farm

or to exclude 1.00 * 2.00 acre lots. for the.
constructlon of 2 new home 1ntended for the_ o

" owner or owner S chll~

Sometlmes prev1ously approved requests -

for such lot exclusrons or subdivi
n Imnor acreaoe adjustrnents after a survey 1
Conducted Realizing that' Céttain adjustments
may be necessary after -the survey is

Quite often  the Foundatid‘n’ receives-

completed, the Foundation’s Board of
Trustees granted administrative authority to
Foundation staff to approve .minor
adjustments without a re-review of the Board.
These.adjustments are limited such that no lot
exclusion shall be more than 2.00 acres and
any adjustment to an agricultural subdivision
shall not exceed 2.00 -acres or 2% of the
acreage to be subdivided, whichever is greater.

Since the Foundation’s Board of Trustees =
do not support the subdivision-of properties

which tend to create large lot.estates, and to
be consistent with the total acreage amount
required for an agricultural agsessment, any
proposed subdivision which results:in a parcel
having less than 20.acres (to-be subdivided or

retained) will be presented to the Board of

Trustees for re-review and considération.
The Foundation’s Board -of Tfustees also
granted administrative authority. to approve
partial terminations and to amend non-
controversial district agreements.  These
amendments will be granted as long as
substantial documentation is provided,
nec'es_sery' county approvals have been
obtained and that it remains consistent with
the rnini’murn‘f"requirentents f the program.




- the process.

Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation

These changes were made to reduce the
volume of agenda material and reduce the
amount of time it takes for the landowner to
complete the transaction of their request. Of
course, any unique requests will be presented
. to the Board for review. )

In an effort to create a systematic and
Uniform method for processing landowner
requests for amendments to their district or

easement property, Foundation staff created

specific application forms to be used by
landowners. These forms will help provide
information necessary to review their requests
and will explain .what will be needed before
the Board of Trustees can act upon them.
- They will serve as a checklist to determine
that all the information is being provided; that

all levels of approval are reviewing the same .

. information; and that all parties are aware of
Specific application forms
include requests for the. following:

Owner’s/children’s lots

Agricultural Subdivision(s)
Construction of a Tenant House
Exclusion of 1.00 acre surrounding an
"existing" dwelling

o S

5. Partial Termination of District "

Agreement
6. District Termination due to Severe
Economic Hardship

Owner’s and Children’s Lot Exclusions
There was a considerable amount of

discussion regarding owner’s and children’s lot
exclusions during FY ’93 that will extend into

CFY 94,

Discussions revolved around
potential loopholes related to exclusion of lots
and whether they were being used as intended
and released. ' |

The Board of Trustees agreed that there
was a need to create, modify and/or clarify
existing policy concerning lot exclusions. .

The Foundation staff drafted proposed
regulations to clarify policy relating to lot

exclusions, from district and easement

properties. The proposed regulations were
approved by the Foundation’s Board of
Trustees and sent to cbunty program
administrators  and . varig{is. " agricultural
organizations to solicit their “opinion. In
addition, county program administrators and -
Advisory Board Chairmen were invited to a
special meeting to discuss the proposed
chariges to the regulations.

The proposed changes read as follows:

1) Landowner(s) requesting a lot exclusion
must be the original owner who established
an agricultural land preservation district or,

Aif applicable, the original owner whe
conveyed an agricultural land preservation
easement to the Foundation.

2) The landowner(s) requesting the lot
exclusion must own .the necessary acreage
of land pursuant to Agricultural Article 2-
513 that qualifies the owner for an owner’s
lot/child’s lot at the time the release is
signed by all parties.
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3)

4)

5)

6

Children must be of legal age before the
Foundation will release a lot from District
or Easement restrictions for the purpose of
constructing a dwelling house mtcndcd for

their use.

NOTE: For.estate planning purposes, the
Foundation will approve the concept of a
children’s lot release 'lgy,t the actual release
will not -be prepared until the child is at

least 18 years of age and the landowner(s) . _
_can show evidence they are ready to build

within one year. -~ Landowners should
document their intention or desire to release
lots for minors in the form of a letter to the

Foundation, update their Last Will and

Testament, etc., in order to.provide. for.Jots.
Intended for their children who are not of

legal age. This-will serve as a protection, in

the event the landowner(s) die before

requesting  Foundation . approval for

children’s lots.

The landowner(s) and/or child must show
documentation to verify that they are in
fact ready to begin construction of the
proposed dwelling and must begin within
one year from the date the release is signed
by all parties (subject to any extension
approved in writing by the Foundation).

After the dwelling is ready for occupancy,
the landowner(s) or child for whom the lot
was approved must live in and use the
dwelling as a residence for at least one year,
unless otherw1$e approved by the
Foundatlon :

If an owner or child fails to meet any of the
terms or conditions described in the release,
which include the items listed above, the
release shall provide that it is null and void
and that all of the terms, covenants,

limitations and restrictions in the deed of
easement are in full force, operation and effect

5 . ag if the lot'had never been released.

There were some-concerns expressed from -

various farm organizations and some county
program administrators - regarding these
proposed regulations. They all basically agree
with the intent and what the Foundation
wishes - to do.” - However, -they- believe that
more thought should be given to this matter
before implementing these régulations. -

Their concerns, along with concerns from
several County Program Administrators, were |

.-'rev1ewed and discussed. at: ,the Foundation’s- .
Board of Trustees August 24 1993 meeung** '

In order to-address the concems the Trustees”

. voted to refer- the mattet” to the Joinf®

Subcommittee on-Program Open Space and®’
Agricultural Land Preservation for additional*

réview, which may result in-a rewrite of these®
regulations. Although the Foundation wishes'-

to close certain.loopholes and prevent the
potential abuse of lot right entitlements, they
wish to do it in a way that will not adversely
affect those already in the program. At the
same time, however, they want to control
excessive and random development.

The proposed regulations were forwarded
to the joint committee for its review and

comments. Continuing discussions and review .

of these regulations are expected throughout
FY 94,
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PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Agricultural Subdivision Guidelines -

The Foundation recently adopted guidelines

and is in the process of developing regulations .

for agncultural subdivisions of district and
easement properties. Proposed regulations
stipulate that requests for agricultural
‘'subdivisions be reviewed on a case by case
basis’ and should not be portrayed as an
absolute right to the landowner. In.order for
the Foundation to approve an agricultural
subdivision, the following guidelines must be
adhered to: h

1. An agricultural subdivision shall be large
enough such that all portions of the land
conveyed and the land retained will remain in
productive agricultural use and be consistent
with the general purposes of the Agricultural
Land Preservation Program. .

2. All parcels(to be subdivided and remaining)

shall be at least 20 acres in size and meet the

- minimum size and soil requirements for district
creation. - .:

3. Agriculfural use or 'poténtial agricultural use of
the property will not be diminished by the
subdivision.

4. The allowable density for an agricultural
subdivision shall be no more than one
subdivision per 100 acres.

Exceptions to this will include: (a) subdivision
of minor acreage for the express purpose of
straightening property boundaries or similar
reasons; (b) subdivision of minor acreage
endorsed by the co unty if, in the opinion of the
Foundation, the subdivision will be consistent
with the general purposes of the Program. '

5. Subdivisions shall conform with local
planning.and " zoning requnements and/or
subdivision regulations.

6.. All county approvals shall be obtained ‘

prior to Foundation review of the request.

The Foundation recognizes that there may
be a need for special exceptions to . the

proposed regulations and will be addressing
these during FY ’94. ~Although these
regulations are in draft form, the Foundation
expects to pursue the adoptiom..ofiithese or
similar criteria to clarify future subdivisions of
property within - the state - farmland
preservation program. '

Another area that needs to be addressed in

" current regulations relate to owner’s and

children’s lot exclusions. The Foundation has
taken steps to eliminate potential loopholes
for abuse -of lot entitlements. In doing so,
they made c¢ertain recommendations -and will
be studying them during FY ’94 (See owner’s
and children’s lot exclusions Page 9).
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1993 LEGISLATION

House Bill 1152

. This bill was designed. for the purpose of

-authorizing certain local governing bodies
to issue bonds to finance the purchase of |

- Program Open Space acquisition projects

and development rights on agricultural

“land. In addition, thé Bill proposed a

supplemental local transfer tax be collected
in order to pay the principal and interest
on those bonds. ~ Land in which
development rights are purChased must
meet the minimum standards of the
Maryland Agncultural Land Preservatxon

- Foundation with the’ exception of sxze,

which must  be s1gn1ﬁcant énough to
promote an acncultural operatron

HB 1152 also proposed & credit against
the State transfer tax in the amount of any
local 'supplernental' transfer tax imposed.

This bill was found to be unfavorable in
the Senate and did not pass.

- House Bill 593
This bill delays the phase-in period

which completely lifts the cap on State
transfer taxes to be allocated to MALPF,

‘Program Open Space and Hentage

Conservation. Fund. Current laws would
lift the cap entirely by July 1, 1995.
Proposed bill would not 1ift the cap until

July 1;:1997. However, the percentage of
».allocatron would remam the same

Thrs brIl d1d not pass.

* House Bill 1279

- This bill was designed to’ postpone the
reversionof county agnculture transfer tax
revenues to the State which were collected

. and held: for three' years and remain
uncommitted ornotexpended. Normally,

these funds would be due to the State and
placed” in the general fund of the
Foundation for statewide easement
purchases. HB 1279 specifies that those

 funds described above are not required to

be remitted until June 30, 1994, this giving
the counties one extra year to utilize their

collections within their own'-;q;o'unty.

“'The short term effect will’ mean a shvht

decrease in the Foundatlon S revenue for -

FY ’94. However it is antxcrpated that
these funds will be used by the county to

‘supplement the State program in State and

local matching funds: Other uses may
irrélude county incentives tc protect
farmland or county easement purchases. If
this revenue has not been expended or

- committed on or before three years from

the date of deposit into the county
account, the revenue will be remitted to the
Comptroller for deposit in the Maryland
Agricultural Land Proservatlon Fund.

This bill passed and is now Chapter 597.
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CERTIFICATION OF COUYVTYAGR[CULTURAL
LAND PRESERVATION PR OGRAMS

As reported in the 1991 Annual Report of
the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation, HB 1280, the Agricultural Land
Preservation Act of 1990 was enacted and
became effective July 1, 1990. This bill
_created a system to certify local agricultural
Jand preservation programs and defined
responsibilities for the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation and the
Maryland Office of Planning to- jointly
administer the program. The purpose of the
Bill was to provide a means to recognize,
~ strengthen and enhance agricultural land
preservation efforts in the State. If a county
is certified as having an effective agricultural
- land preservation program, it may retain 75%
of the Agriculture Transfer Tax collected in
that county. Non-certified ‘counties will
continue. to retain 33.3% of the Agriculture
Transfer Tax Revenue: collected.

With the creation and addition of the |

Certification of County Agricultural Land
Preservation programs to the normal

operations of the Maryland Agricultural Land ) |

Preservation Foundation, seven counties were
.certified as having an effective program of
their own. - They include: Anne Arundel,
Baltimore, Carroll, Frederick, Harford,
Howard and Montgomery. These programs,
whether separate from and/or supplemental to
~ the State preservation program, provide
increased options to the landowner. At the
same time, the counties and the State work to
achieve a common goal in regard to the
preservation of productive agricultural land.

During the past year, the Foundation and

" the Office of Planning reviewed the annual

reports of each local program and application
for recertification. See Pages 14 and 15 for a

summary ‘of each program. It is antmpated '
all seven prev1ously approved and certified
counties will be recertified for an additional

two years pending the receipt of certain
required reporting elements Each.county will

-provide an annual report to ensure that the

requirements necessary for certification are
beinc7 met.

In FY’93 Calvert and Washmgton counties

- were certified by the State as havmg a newly

created  agricultural land ‘preservation
program. Certification will be valid for a
period of two -years effective December 1,
1992 and January 1, 1993 respectively.

A separate annual report will be prepared
by the Foundation and the Office of Planning
for the Statewide Certification of Local
Agricultural Land Preservation Programs.
The report will summarize the status and
evaluate the effectiveness of certified county

- programs. In addition, it will address certain
issues that were a major part of certification,

program operations and reporting
requirements. For a copy of this report,
please contact the Maryland Agricultural
Land Preservation Foundation (841-5860) or
the Maryland Office of Planning (225-4562).

A brief summary of Certified Couhty
Programs follows:
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
The 2nd Annual Report and” request for
recertification submitted " by Anne Arundel

 County reported that its local easement

purchase program was extremely acuve in FY
’92 and FY 93, During the two year terrn of
certification,  the County purchased 9

zasements, covering’ 567 acres estabhshed 18

County districts, - covermg 647 acres and
granted-9 County tax credlts The County

has a point system prioritizing all properties .

and requires each property to have a soil
conservation and water quality plan approved
by the soil conservation district. Al County
are made under this
pnontrzanon System.

- BALTIMORE CO_UNTY'

The 2nd° Annual Report and request for
recertification submitted by Baltimore County
reported’ on a new easement .purchase
program very similar to the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundatlon s
program. Land for easement sale must be in

an agricultural protection area and must meet

certain criteria such as size and soils.
Baltimore County has created a specialized
ranking formula to pr10r1t1ze propertles and

requires each property to have a soil-

conservation and water quality plan approved
by the soil conservation district.

Baltimore County appears to be committed
to mamtarmng the support gwen to the
industry and has 1dent1ﬁed regions where
agriculture is the preferred use of the land.

" CARROLL COUNTY

The 2nd Annual Report and request for
recertification . submitted by .Carroll County
reported that during FY ’91-its local program

was restructured. The County incentive

funding was discontinued in April, 1991-and

the County initiated a Critical Farms purchase
. brogram. The County holds an option to

purchase an easement on farms entering .their
supplemental program at a discounted value,
However, prior to exercising their:option, the
Iandowner must first apply.to sell'an easement
to the Maryland Acrlcultural
Preservatlon Foundation (MALPF)s If.the

‘ State does not make an easement offer on that

particular property within 5 years;ithe: County
will then exercise their option to- purchase an
easement on that farm.

Car‘roll County has also been lookmg at -
- alternative preservation programs to include a -

proposed Transfer of Development . R1ghts
(TDR) program.

FREDERICK. COUNTY

The 2nd Annual Report . and request for
recertification submitted by Frederick Courty
reported that its local program purchased
perpetual development rights on three farms,
totalling 345 acres. :

) Frederick . County requires a  soil
conservation plan for all _properties ‘prior to
forming a district.

~Land-
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The County has a épecialized ranking
formula to prioritize properties submitted for

easement sale with the County or State. Land .

for easement sale must meet certain criteria,
such as soils, size and farm management.

~ HARFORD COUNTY

The 2nd Annual Report and request for

' recertification submitted by Harford County
reported that it purchased an easement on 206
- acres during FY ’92. The County’s efforts
have been focused on its Purchase of
Development Rights (PDR) program. Their
tax credit program has attracted a lot of

interest in their program and has resulted in '

increased participation.

Although separate.from MALPF-program,
the County’s TDR' program works towards
the same goals. A minimum size of 50 acres
is required for County easement purchase.
The County will also require clustering on
certain farms within the agricultural Zone.
The County ranks and prioritizes properties
according to an easement priority formula
that assigns points to each farm based on
certain criteria. One of the criteria requires
each property to have a soil conservation.and
water quality plan, approved by a soil
conservation district.

HOWARD COUNTY

The 2nd Annual Report and request for
recertification submitted by Howard County
indicated the program was béing restructured
during FY ’93. Howard -County’s local
easement purchase program has been in

existence for a number of years. Howard

County requires each property to have a soil

conservation and water quality plan approved
by the soil conservation district prior to
entering their program. They are working on
getting plans on those properfies already in
the program. The County has established a
priority procedure to identify and preserve
priority areas in properties selected for
development rights.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

The 2nd Annual Report and request for

recertification submitted by Montgomery
~ County reported that since their program

began they had purchased easements on 33
properties totalling 3,072 acres (5 of June 30,
1992). During FY *92 the County purchased
easements on 9 farms totalling 8427acres. The

‘County operates their own- PDR~and TDR

programs but still offers landowners the
opportunity to participate in the.statewide
agricultural land preservation program.
Montgomery County has protected 34,992
acres through their local PDR program, TDR

© program, MALPF and/or through- the

Maryland Environmental Trust program.

Montgomery County’s local PDR program
is similar to MALPF’s program but simplified
to include a point system to determine
ranking and value of each property. The
local easement properties must meet certain
criteria such as size, soils, location, etc. The
minimum size to participate in the
Montgomery County program is 10 acres.

CALVERT COUNTY

Calvert County operates a TDR program
and acts as a broker for development rights to
developers and private citizens. In addition,
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the County has an established means to
purchase development rights on their own.
However, at this time, most of the activity is
geared around the TDR aspect since the
program I has been established for soie time.

WASHINGTON COUNTY

Washington County has a local agricultural
transfer tax of 2%. The County will give a
tax credit for those landowners who sign up
in a district for a ten year period.

Washington County has the capability to

purchase easements on their own. In FY 93,

Washington County purchased .an easement -

on 129.68 acres. Local requirements for

participation are the same as MALPF except

for size.

AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER TAX R.EVENUES

The Foundation, together with the Office of
Planning, “will monitor the program
effectiveness and progress made in each
county as.far as meeting the objectives and
milestones identified in their annual reports.

More information and statistical review of
all certified county preservation programs will
be discussed in the FY '94 Annual Report.

Information showing actual. Agricultural
Transfer Tax Revenues retained by counties
as a result of certification is shown-on the pie
chart (figure 2) below. Totdl Agricultural
Transfer Tax Revenues retained by certified

“‘counties during FY ’93 equaled $2,187,880 or

52 % of the total net transfer tax collected in

‘the State during that period:.:The State’s

share amounted to $1,598,702'ofjg 38% share
of the total. “The remaining $400,498 was
retained by non-certified countiés.

$4,187,080 COLLECTED IN 1993
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ACREAGE REDUCTION

A total of 16.00 acres were released from
easement restrictions for the purpose of

constructing dwelling houses intended for the use

of the original owners of an easement and/or their
children. These lot exclusions consist of 1.00 -
2.00 acres in size. The table on the opposxte page
shows acreage “feductions in district and easement
properties recorded from July 1, 1992 through
June 30, 1993." The table is comprised of five
factors that would result in an adjustment of the
program’s;acreage base and include permitted lot
ex<:1u510ns exclusions by county for public benefit,

early termination .due to- severe - “economic -

hardship, district termination and adjustments
from deeds. To date, a total of 130.75 easement
acres were excluded for building-lots with 16.00
acres excluded during FY "93. -

The landowner is'ﬁ?'rtéfquired to payback the per
acre value of'the easement-originally paid to-them
when new lots” are created on lands where the

Foundation has purchased development rights
. easements. - This requirement has been in effect
"~ since 1982. . In FY ’93,-the total payback amount

for lot exclusiofis in easement properties equalled
$9,081.22. To date, the total payback amount for
lot exclusions since 1982 is $74,527.19. Easements

purchased prior to 1982 do not require a payback .

for lot exclusions. It is important to note that
easement restrictions are placed on the total
property acreage; however, a landowner is not
compensated for the one acre area surrounding
each dwelling that was in existence at the time the
easement was purchased. Exclusion of these
dwellings would not require a payback.- '

Th F_oundatlon may receive requests from
Gounty governments to exclude land in district or-

easement status to be used for public benefit,
including improvements such as roads, bridges or
culverts. In FY ’93, there were no acres excluded
for public benefit. To date, a total of 21.469 acres
have been excluded for such public improvements

resulting in a total payback of $2,490.43.

In the past, the most significant acreage
reduction factor was the termination of district
properties. Eleven districts, totalling 2,132 acres,
were terminated during FY ’93 after meeting the

" minimum five year commitment. During FY 93

one district property consisting of 76.7117 acres
was terminated prior to meeting the minimum five
year commitment due to severe economic

. hardship. Terminations due to severe economic

hardship occur but are not that common. In FY

'92, there were 4 terminations due to severe -

economic hardship, none in FY '91 and 2 in FY
'90. These terminations were reported in previous
reports, however, the total acreage was not
included in the summary text that-accompanied
the acreage reduction charts. Therefore, including
these reductions, a grand total of 140 districts
covering 23,478 acres have been terminated but
some properties have re-entered the program after
adjusting the acreage contained in original
districts. .

In the easement settlement process, acreage
adjustments are often made after a title search is
performed. The verification of acreage through
research of ownership including out-conveyances
and surveys may total a different amount than
that shown on the district agreement. There are
sometimes_increases m acreage. During FY ’93
there wascan. mcrease of 7.4847 acres due to
adjustments’ from deeds. The total net loss, to
date, frorn suc adjustments totals 478.7001 acres.

ctions from all sources listed on

.. the chart total 2,217.3553 acres for FY ’93. To

date, total acreage reductions from all sources
total 21,954 acres.
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In FY ’93 the Foundation approved the
establishment of 58 new agricultural land
preservation districts protecting 6,819 acres.
This amount represents a 3% INCrease Over
last year’s total acreage base. This increase is
the lowest it has been over the last five years

and is.assumed to be a direct reflection on the

recent budget reductions made to the
Foundation. This year’s increase is down

from 8% in FY ’92 and 19% in FY ’91. Itis -

assumed that participation will pick up again
once the landowners realize that easement

“offers are being made and funding levels are

being restored.

 After adding ,acreage of the  newly
established districts.to.last year’s total acreage

base (250,469 acres) and then subtracting the

total acreage adjustments during FY °93
(2,217 acres), ‘the total acreage base of

- recorded and approved district properties as
-of June 30, 1993 was 255,071 acres. These

acres represent 1,905 individual district
properties.

During FY ’93, Queen Anne’s County
enrolled the most district acreage in the
program = with ten new districts being
established for a total of 1,641 additional
acres. This represents a county growth rate of
8%. The second ranking county in terms of
total acreage was Cecil County which added
1,049 acres to the program’s acreage base in
FY ’93. During FY ’93 Worcester County
enrolled 6 new district properties, totalling 610
acres. This is the first time since 1985 that
any activity has occurred in the county and
reflects a county growth rate of 248%!!

FY *93 DISTRICT PARTICIPATION

" On a regional perspective, the Upper Shore
region constituted the most growth by adding
2,852 acres, with the majority’ of the acreage
located in-Queen Anne’s and Cecil-counties.
The Western region added 1,349 acres, while
the Central region added 1,287 acres. The
Southern and Lower shore areas had
moderate increases. - - -

The Maryland Agriculturgti Land

Preservation Foundation program continues
to be very successful in preserving quality
farmland and is compelled ‘to “maintain its
success with the coordination and-cooperation
of local  governments
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REGIONAL ANALYSIS: ,
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICT ACREAGE

REGIONS

FY ’90

FY ’91

FY ’92

_FY ’93

WESTERN:.
Garrett '
Allegany
Washington
Frederick

CENTRAL:
Carroll
Baltimore .
Harford
Montgomery
Howard

SOUTHERN:
Anne Arundel
St. Mary’s
Calvert .
Charles
Prince George’s

"UPPER SHORE:
Queen.Anne’s
Talbot
Cecil
Kent
Caroline

LGWER SHORE:
Dorchester
Wicomico
Worcester.
Somerset

TOTAL ACREAGE

13.4%
26,096 acres

38.3%
74,515 acres

10.0%

19,527 acres

33.2%
64,398 acres

5.1%
9,852 acres

194,388 acres

'15.6%

36,052 acres-

36.8%

- 84,946 acres

o 9.0%
20,853 acres

31.9%
73,775 acres

6.7%.
15,315 acres

230,941 acres

17.7%
43 805 acres

35.2%
90,295 acres

- 92%

- 22,666 acres

31.5%
77,962 acres

6.4%
15,741 acres

250,469 acres

17.4%
44,467 acres

35.7%
91,1 35 acres

¥

= 8:9%

22,693 acres

+31.5%
805207 acres

6.5%
16,569 acres

255,071 acres
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REGIONAL ANALYSIS
PFR(“ENTAGE OF TOTAL lJASEMWPI\YI‘ ACREACE

REGION FY 90 FY *91* FY °92* FY P93**

WESTERN:
Garrett '
Allegany 14.1% 13.5% 13.5% 13.6%
Washington 13,267 acres 13,267 acres 13,258 acres 13,882 acres
Frederick :

CENTRAL: , v
Carroll ' T
Baltimore : 41.8% 41.1% 41.1% 40.4%
Harford 40,555 acres  40,555.-acres 40,544 acres 41,198 -acres
Montgomery ' ‘
~Howard

SOUTHERN v ,
Anne Arundel ' :
St. Mary’s 8.3% 8.3% 8.3% 8.2%
Calvert ' - 8,198 acres 8,198 acres 8,198 acres 8,368 acres
Charles

" Prince George's

UPPER SHORE: A ,
Queen Anne’s - ' ' o
Talbot - 33.1% 33.5% 33.5% 33.4% -
Cecil | ' 32,990 acres 32,990 acres 32,983 acres 34,001 acres
Kent
Caroline

LOWER SHORE:
Dorchester '
Wicomico -~ - . 2.8% 3.6% 3.6% 4.4% '
Worcester . 3,522 acres 3,522 acres 3,521 acres 4,449 acres
Somerset :

TOTAL AQREAGE 98,532 acres 98,532 acres 98,504 acres 101,898 acres

* No new easement offers were made. F1gures denote total easement acreage less easement acreage
reductions for lot exclusions.
**  Cycle One FY ’93 Information Only - Carry-over From FY 91
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FY ’93 EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM
C Yi CLE ONE

Average values of all accepted offers during
Cycle One FY ’93 are analyzed in the facing
table by county and for the entire State.
After 'sé.ftlement, a total of 3,410 acres will be
placed under perpetual easement. These
values listed in the table are reflecting average
asking prices and citing specific appraised
values of properties within each county during
Cycle. One of FY ’93. They pertain

‘exclusively to those properties on which

easement offers were accepted and should not
be considered as representative values of all
farmland in any one county.

The competitive bidding factor is a
component of the program which directs the
potential offer amount to equal the
landowner’s asking price or the appraised
easement value, whichever is lower. The only

‘other allowable easement value is an

"insufficient funds offer" which is less than
either the asking price or the appraised
easement. value but is the total of the
remaining funds on hand. Such an offer may
be turned down without a penalty, but some
are accepted since there is no guarantee of a
subsequent full offer.

The FY ’93 Cycle One average acquisition
cost was $1,909 per acre. The acceptance of
30 out of 34 easement offers made during this
cycle shows a total acquisition cost of
$5,191,335 of which $4,092,207 or 79% were
State Funds and $1,099,128 or 21% were
County Matching Funds. A total savings of

- $2,694,746 were realized by the Foundation in
making offers that were less than the

appraised easement value, but equal to the

landowner’s asking price and thus considered

a discount to the State. A landowner may be
willing to sell an easement at a discounted
value to ensure that they will receive a full
easement offer. Using the $1,909 average
acquisition cost per acre as a unit of measure,
the Foundation was able to purchase an
additional 1,412 acres due to the competitive
bidding component of the program. This
component, more than any other, allows the

- Maryland program to be one of the most cost

effective programs in the country

A landowner may file for arBLﬁf'ation with

the local Property Tax Assessitienit Appeals

Board, if he disagrees ,with_;;,,t,he values
estimated by the State appraisal and
ultimately, the offer made to. h1m by the
Foundation.

During FY ’93, there were two new
arbitration cases. Four cases have been
resolved this year, three which were arbitrated
in FY ’89 and one in FY ’90. The history of
the program shows that there have been a
total of 38 arbitration cages,.including the two
arbitration cases filed in FY ’93. Overall,
only 3% of the 1,151 easement applicants
who could have requested arbitration, actually

filed an appeal. To date, 24 of the appeals

have been found to be in favor of the
landowner and 14 have been in favor of the
Staie,




OFL'Y69TS SEE161°SS 60618 . 190'€S v8LS | V8BS SEE'TS vl 8v88°60V'E 0 TVIOL
] 800°L91§ £69% €698 = 8093 " 00E'lS 001'18 W 00°1¥C 1 YALSTDUOM
09Z°ZS$ 00€°L8S - 0068 6EV 1S 196% = 00v'zS &om L6 00°L6 I ODINOOIMA
6Z5°701S OEE'EVYS CSLYS 918'18 T 688 vro'Ts T T | SLr'ls 0s1 $9°'00€ [4 NOILONIHSYM
158'L¥1S 201'¥5Ts 0r9'13 v65'C8 016$ : SOS'ES 0r9'18 33 or6PS1 1 LodTvVL
680°6% ssi'o01s - §TSS 655 - 1453 6668 944 66 80°661 4 LASYANOS
0 0 - 0. . o 0 0 0 0 0 0 S XAV XS
-0 0 'y o0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SANNY NAZNO
.0 0 i ] 0 ] 0 (] .0 0 0 $.49U0HTD ADINIUd
"o 0 S0, o 0 0 0 0 ] 0 KITNOOINONW
mvm._cn STO'6LS” TGS T6T'18 66S [{Uaray STLS GOt 000601 i JINTH
o 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 aQIVMOH
LESISIS LOO'ES1S Nm_.mw N.ﬁ.wm 6185 LSS LEI'TS 99 €601 [4 @IOTAVH
. 0 0 L0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 J1IWAVO
vLE 60VS 99L'¥TSS o 009'is 8v8'Ts $89S 905'€S 009'1S 8TE 6L6°LTE 1§ M.onQO&m
£8€°L8S 1$8°6LT$ SIS 8€65 (2133 7051 SIS et oF 16€ 1 WILSHHOYOA
0 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4} SATIVHO
3.\_..%3 9EL'VTTS . 0088 SE0°'ZS 6IE°1S TOYSE'ES 008$ v6 007608 3 pite:fe]
SEE'88S (AT To0v9'Ts ™ E00'ES 1943 Gw@ g _ 05978 € TLTT161 S TI0WMAVO
0 Y19°€LES 9895 9898 0L6% v L5918 08E€S 611 $80°SLY ¥ ANITOAVO
0 v~.¢.2~m 8T1's 8Tl'ss 6868 w:“un i VAR 2L £5 T STTES 1 JAIATVO
1L19%7°18 0£3°8EV'IS . L66'ES S18'Ls vL9S p. 6835 LGG'ES , 16 o.m:wwm . 14 v TIOWILLTVE
o - SLT11YS ©LIS'ES LIS'ES L1yS £66°'€S 00008 L1l SEGO1T - 1 THANNEY SNNY
0" 0 0 0 " S0 0 0 0 0 - ANVOATIV
‘ TVIOL AV WAl TAOVA Dp?. A HAOV/ASA | AUOV/ANTIVA | @YDV Wdd 2718 STIOV STNTNESVE
INNOOSIA INIWESVE PM o Bt oy WAV J0 40 AINNOO
1S0O NOLLISINDOY HOVUIAY AOVHAAY HOVYIAY TVIOL AAGNON

HOVIIAY

AOVAIAY

NVIOHO0Id NOILLISIN)

ANO TTIDAD

OV INHWNHSVH £6. Ad

NOLLVANO4d .ZOE;<>-mmm~E_ ANVT TVINLINDIEOV ANVIAYVIA




26

EASEMENT PARTICIPATION

The easement participation -chart on the
opposite page reflects the easements which

were acquired during FY ’93 Cycle One

(carryover from FY 91). Dunng FY ’93, the
Foundation received accepted offers on 30
propei'.ties of the 34 considered, consisting of
3,410 acres.

3.5%, to last year’s total of 98,504 acres. To
date, there are a total of 707 easements
acquired or with contract status protecting
101,898 acres.

This amount is still significantly more than
any other program of its kind in the United
- States of America.

- Although there was only a modest increase
during FY ’93 Cycle One, it reflects a strong
commitment to preserve farmland on behalf
. of the landowners and the State during tight
financial times. FY ’93 Cycle Two easement
offers will be reflected in next year s annual
report.

In comparing individual county progress for
FY ’93 Cycle One, Caroline County had the
most acreage preserved, adding 475 acres to
last years total of 17,184 permanently
preserved acres. After adjustments, the new
total of permanently preserved acres in
Caroline County is 17,657 acres, which
represents 17.3 % of the State’s total.

Dorchester County has added the second
largest number of acres at 391. Although this
represents only 1.7% of the State total, it isan
increase of 30.2% from last year’s total.

Today, Dorchester County has 1,687 acres

" While easement reductions
totalled 16 acres, the overall increase was

under perpetual easement.

Carroll County still holds the title for the
most acreage preserved in the State with
20,348 acres, which represents 20% of the
State’s total.. A

Honorable - mention goes to Worcester
County this year as the first easement has
been acquired in that county and has helped
the Foundation and the State exceed the
100,000th acre mark of permanently preserved
farmland. '

Significant activity also occurred?m Cecil,
Somerset and Talbot counties, who- all-had a
county growth rate of at least 10%: ABesides-
Caroline and Dorchester counties, Baltlmore
Frederick and Washington counties added at
least 300 acres to their permanently preserved

Easement offers.




%001 7096°L68'101 oL - ) %.o_. : %S € 8v88°GOV'E 17 oe ... pSLO'YOS 86 oous ’ © IVIOL
%L0 [RIZANR I ’ 0 E “‘H\.%_ c»cﬂ.h_z I .0 : > ,o/ . T YILSHOUOM.
%P1 19°Ebp'l o 0 x: : 8...3 ’ I 0019°9p€"1 6 N OOINO0IIM
%S°E SSPE'SISE vl o | %ve ° 0S9°00€ ' 4 SS6LSIT'E 4 . NOLONIHSVM
T TTS889°1 : ‘ S 0 : %01 - p6PST 1 T8SEES v : JodTvl
%Il 805°LL0°1 , L .0 %t | .-80°661 [4 0005848 S . ~ 1ASYIANOS
Z3 196°L6L°1 Z1 o . %0 , 0 0 0196'L6L°T Al S XAV 1S
%L'8 £86'898'8 T 0 © %0 T 0 ] - | £86'8988 Ly ) SANNY NFAOO
0 o [ 0 , %0 0 0 [ ) 0 S HDYO0TD FONIEd
ECAN 8L0T°LL9' 6 0 %0 0 0 . .8LOT'LLY" . -6 XAINODINOW
%Le | 7901°508°€ vm — 0 %6T . 1 00601 1 . T901'969°€ B 4 INTH
. %6°€ ( T08L°LSG'E . LT 0 .e\..o ’ 0 0 © | TosLs6'E J14 . AAVMOH
%ES LY SHY'S 8y . IR RO %0T | ezveon (4 9PTHLEE'S o @IOIVH
%yT S91°8Z¥'T o 0y ) %0 . 0 h 0 0S91TEV'T 91 . JXAWAVO
9L S896'ESL'L 14 01- : Yeby 6L6°LTE 1 $686°9CY'L [44 peieclece:
S %L1 Tr1°L89'1 8 , 0 %L 0E Ov'16€ 1 0TrLS6T°1 L ) HALSTHOWOU
%0 00SL1TT S T o 17 % . - 0" : o oS 1 SHTIVHO
..\.a._ 609+°186'1 T . 0 ' %S 9T 076°08C - CE 60¥5°00L"1 ot , HOIO
00T | TEYIBHE'DZ 8st - - 08- . %60 TLIT161 S 07Z6'v91°0C €51 1I10WAVO
%L | GETTLSY'LL 9z1 0T © %8BT | ¥80°GLY 4 TeeETTAI Ll @i’ ANITOEVO
%VE E616°LSY'E . vz 0 %91 00SZ1°ES 1 T trecrore € LAIATVO
%9°6 YETL'89L'6 .88 .0 %GET - omz.wom ¥ - | 86Z$™90v'6 k ¥8 . i FHONILTVH
%87 LV69°068°C 94 0 Sw.« SEGOTL 1 LESLELLT - ¥ TAANAQYY INNY
%T0 T6T'€81 T 0 %0 0 . 0o T6TES! 1 ANVOIATIV
IVIOL .owmw._u< . odsqumpy . ow..wu._u< MFWMMO " . 93edrdy A . ..opE:Z, . I3eardy JaqumpN
sovaNzowaa 81Y18 .meﬂwhzww o _ SINEIasYA %%% £6. A4 ONRING QILIEIOY 40 sV mwm,‘.%mwwwhﬁioo RO
aTAINOOV SINEWASVE TVIOL 83T ARY QEddi40 SLNAWASYH /M MO ATAINOOV INTFWASVE

NOILLVJIDILLIVd INFNASVH

; o  NOLLVANNOA NOILLVAESH¥d ANV TYYNLINONIOV ANVIAIVI



28

EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM
HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE

The Historic Perspective table shows easement
acquisitions by year. The table also factors in
adjustments from deeds and 'late rejections of
easement offers after initial acceptance, which is
noted in the final figure. Total dollar values and
average cost per acre by year .are based on
easement acreage only. The average fair market,
agrié:ultural and easement values are based on the
appraisals selected by the State and used in
making easement offers. However, these figures
do not reflect adjustments for acreage as settled.
The-total acquisition cost and per acre averages

reflect fina! dollar figures. The table also shows
the ‘historic total of acreage reductions which
resulted from lot exclusions. Adjustments made to
reflect the total payback amouht associated with

lot exclusions to date are shown at the bottom of -

the acquisition cost column

Over thelpast 15 years, a total of 707 applicants
~of the 1,151 easement applicants have accepted
easement offers made by the Foundation
representing a 61% acceptance rate. However,

since FY ’90, the rate of acceptance has been -
above 80%. The amount of land contained on the -

707 farms that have accepted the Foundation’s
easement offer total 101,898 acres. This adjusted
figure takes into consideration a total reduction of
16.00 acres in FY ’93. Historically, the average
farm size was 145 acres. However, over the years,
the average farm size ranged from 153 acres in FY
"86 to 114 acres in Cycle One of FY ’93. This
figure may reflect a trend in agriculture as a
whole, focusing on smaller, more intensively
managed farms.

The appraised easement value is the difference
between the Fair Market value and the
agricultural value of any particular farm. The
historic average Fair Market value increased $21
or 0.8% from last year's average while the

agricultural value decreased $20 per acre or 1.4%.

The cost that is actually paid to the landowner
is called the acquisition cost. This cost depicts the

-lower price between either the asking price or the

appraised easement value. For those landowners
who accépted the Foundation’s easement offer, the

. historic average asking price was $1,207 per acre.

Historically, the average Easement-Value has been
$1,146 per acre. However, due'to the lower
asking prices in recent years, the average historic

acquisition cost was reduced to $954/acre, down’
' 3% from last year’s historic average of 5986 per
acre. Landowners may discount thelr asking price:
.asa form of a competitive bid to', improve their.

ranking and perhaps to maintain a better chance
of receiving an offer from the Foundation. ThlS
becomes very important during tlmes of hmlted
funds.

The discount value plays an important role~to
the Foundation in making easement offers. The
discount value is the amount the Foundation saves
by making easement offers to landowners based
on. their asking pricé instead of the appraised
easement value.  Over the years, due to
competitive bidding and the discounted values, the
Foundation has been able to save $12,178,364.
This allowed the State to purchase 12,440
additional acres. Therefore, the most cost
effective component of the program is
distinguished by the nature of the competitive
bidding mechanism. -

R L v
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The graph and table on the opposite page
reflect a comparison of preservation versus
conversion and covers the period 1985 - 1993.
This illustration shows a comparison between
the amount of farmland in Maryland that has
been preserved versus farmland converted to
other uses. It also depicts the corresponding
amount of easement acreage acqulred between
that penod of time.

There were 30 new easement offers made in

Cyc]é One of FY ’93 which were carry-over”

applicants from FY ’91 and represent 3,409

acres. Cycle Two offers will be reflected in
the FY *94 Annual Report, but similar totals

for the 2nd half of FY ’93 are expected. - .

The amount of-fgrmland that is continuall-_.yi
being lost to development far surpasses that -

which is being preserved. Despite the fact
that Maryland continues to have the most
successful program of its kind in the country,

farmland is disappearing at an alarming rate.

~To date, preservation efforts of the

Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation have protected only about 34% of
the farmland lost during the past ten years.
However, the amount of farmland being
converted to other uses has slowed drastically
during the past few years. The total amount
of preserved land in the adjoining graph
represents only those areas protected by the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation.  There are, however, other
programs including federal, state, county and
private land trusts that help to protect
Maryland’s farmland. Thus, the total amount
of preserved farmland over the past ten years
is greater than that shown on the chart.

" to lose an additional 16821”“
_farmland....If the Foundation: ¢

will protect. 56,840 more acres b
2000. o

“PRESERVATION VERSUS CONVERSION

.~ The Foundation is proud of its past
accomplishments. However, in spite of being
the most successful program of its kind in the
country, Maryland’s efforts have not been

“keeping pace with conversion, such that lost

farmland fa_r_ exceeds the amount which has
been preserved.

Over the last nine years, Maryland has been
losing an average of 24,032 acres per year.
The Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation
Foundation has been able to preserve an
average of only 8,120 acres per year. At this
rate, by the _year 2000, Maryland an expect

preserve 34% of that which is béing lost, it
' the year

To preserve farmland and work gfosely with
other preservation programs, ~"a  more
concentrated effort has to be made or we may
have to accept the stark reality:that our
precious farmland may succumb  to
development. The time to preserve is now,

- especially in light of the current economy, low

interest rates and the: future threat of
development.

Maryland has shown a lot of support and
has been committed to the preservation of
farmland but its efforts require the
cooperation of local governments and
landowners to make it work. Together, we
can preserve Maryland and its agricultural
resources but NOW is the time to do it. -

acres of-
tinues to
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NOTE: Acres of preserved farmland in the above chart only reflects that which was preserved by the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation. There may have been more farmland acres
preserved through various county programs, local land trusts and other state programs.

Only

RVED FARMLAND PRESERVED FARMLAND
CYCLE 2 '

1985 198 | 1987 | 1988 1989 190 | 1991 1992 | 1993 | TOTAL
CONVERTED :
CARMLAND 17859 | 24831 | 32524 | 44269 | 39801 | 26079 | 11070 | 8719 | 11132 | 216234
PRESERVED
7 o] 3409
ARMLAND 8158 | 10991 | 11091 | 10366 | 9301 | 19768 0 73034
DIFFERENCE | 9701 | -13840 | -21433 | -33903 | -30500 | -6311 | -11070 | -3719 | -7723 | -143200
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

Daniel Shortall, Vice Chairman
200 Greenville Farm Lane
Centreville, MD 21617

William F. Dixon
1070 Sandgates Road
Mechanicsville_, MD 20659

Lloyd C. Jones
610 Knottingham Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801

Honorable Louis L. Goldstein
Comptroller

Louis L. Goldstein Building
Room 121 -

P.O. Box 466 :
Annapolis, MD 21401-7080

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Appointed Members

Lee- Townsend
1618 Mt. Herman Road
Saligbury, M_D 21891

Wayne C. McGinnis
19524 Graystone Road
White Hall, Maryland 21161

\

W. Drew Stabler
5210-Damascus-Road . — -

 Gaithersburg, MD 20879 -

e R ad e

Ron Kreitner, Director

Maryland Office of State Planning
301 W. Preston Street, Room 1101

Baltimore, MD 21201

Donald Stirn'
1051 Route 32

Sykesville, MD 21784

~ Joseph Scott

11004.Roosner Avq.r:-jﬁe
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740

" Honorable Lucille Maurer

Treasurer

Louis L. Goldstein Building’
Room 109 '
Annapolis, MD 21401-7080

Honorable Robert L. Walker
Secretary

Maryland Department of Agriculture \

50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, MD 21401-7080
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

ALLEGANY COUNTY
Mr. Don A. Emerson
565 Braddock Avenue
La Vale, MD 21502
(301) 724-4236

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
Mr. Oscar F. Grimes, Jr. '
3527 Birdsville Road
Davidsonsville, MD 21035

(410) 789-0356

BALTIMORE COUNTY
Mr. Mark Daneker

250 W, Pratt Street

15th Floor, S.B.S
Baltimore, MD 21201

- (410) 576-4832

CALVERT COUNTY
Ms. Elaine Bailey

4010 Oak Street
Huntmgtown MD 20639
(410) 535-2348

CAROLINE COUNTY
- Mr. Gary Schoonover
26355 Whiteleysburg Road
Greensboro, MD 21639
(410) 482-6039 '

CARROLL COUNTY
Mr. Melvin E, Baile, Jr.
853 Medford Road

New Windsor, MD 21776
(410) 848-3174

CECIL COUNTY
Mr. Robert L. Knutsen
130 Knutsen Lane.
Rising Sun, MD 21911
(410) 658-6325

CHARLES COUNTY

. Mr. Leonard Rice

12550 Rice’s Place
Newburg, MD 20664
(301) 259-2592

ADVISORY BOARD CHATR_MF‘N

DORCHESTER COUNTY
Mr. Ralph Lewis -

4226 Bestpitch Road
Cambridge, MD 21613 -
(410) 228-7494

FREDERICK C'OUYVTY

‘ "Mr. Dwight Dotterer
12127 Buffington Road

Woodsboro,-MD 21798
(410) 775-7682

GARRETT COUNTY
Mr. George Bishoff
Star Route, Box 77
Friendsville, MD 21531
(301) 746- 5502

HARFORD COUNTY

Mr. Daryl Comer

5101 Jolly Acres Road -
Whitehall, MD 21161
(410) 692-2428

HOWARD COUNTY
Mr. James R. Moxley, III
3316 Stapleton Drive
Glenwood, MD 21738
(410) 465-4244

KENT COUNTY

Mr. Robert W. Clark, Jr.
25459 Howell Point Road
Betterton, MD 21610
(410) 778-5791

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Mr. Edward P. Thompson, Jr.
Post Office Box 72
Barnesville, MD 20838

(202) 659-5170

PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY

Vacant

14741 Gov. Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Marlboro, MD 20771
(301) 952-4712

QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY
Willard Dodd
1121 Carmichael Road

‘Queenstown, MD 21658

(410) 827 3920

ST. MARY’S C’OU?VTY
Mr. Luther Wolfe
Chaptico Wharf Road
Maddox, MD 20621
(301) 769-3376

SOMERSET COUNTY
Mr. John Murray™
27340 Mt. Vernon Road
Princess Anne, MD 21853
(410) 651-2783

TALBOT COUNTY -
Mr. Phillip E. Councell, Sr.

11469 Three Bridge Branch Road
.Cordova, MD 21625
~ (410) 822-2471

WASHINGTON COUNTY
Mr. Steve Ernst

13646 Broadfording Road
Clear Spring, MD 21722
(301) 842-3926

WICOMICO COUNTY
Mr. Richard L. Farlow
Tingle Road

Pittsville, MD 21850
(410) 835-2130

WORCESTER COUNTY

Vacant
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' MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

FOUNDATION STAFF: Paul W. Scheidt, Executive Director
' e Iva L. Frantz, Administrative Specialist
Carol Council, Adrmmstratlve Specialist
Benay O’Brien, Secretary.
Tanya Hunt, Office A551stant

Thank you to ‘the staff of the Maryland Agncultural Land Preservatlon Foundanon for their
dedication, .hard work and long hours towards the completion of this report and the successful
administration of the program -

Thank you to ‘the Program Administrators in each county for their cooperation, support and
administration at the local level and in reaching out to the landowners in protecting some of Maryland’
finest farmland :

Sincerely

Glublot

Paul W. Scheidt
Executive Director




